abstract: The free movement of persons is one of the most successful European Union projects, serving as a majorly important factor promoting the European integration processes. The adoption of the Treaty on the European Union and the creation of EU citizenship implemented
introduction
The free movement of persons is one of the most successfully implemented projects within the European Union and a very important factor stimulating European integration. After acceptance of the Treaty on the European Union and the implementation of EU citizenship, it is impossible to explain the status of citizens of the EU and their rights for entry of the Member State as it was explained before the Treaty. The Treaty does not require the citizens of the EU, in order to use the rights provided, performing professional or independent activity or working to a labour contract. The fundamental right of persons became the right of entering another Member State and residing there. However, the right of free movement is not entirely unrestricted. The administrations of Member State authorities have the right to apply restrictions on the free movement of persons.
The subject of the free movement of persons is an important area of scientific research and there are a number of different scientific works published on the issue. For example, German scientists Bogdandy and Bast (2008) focused on the insurance of the main economical internal market rights. According to them, this requires the elimination of only the restrictions that originated from different political legal systems of EU Member States. Meanwhile, Oppermann, Classen and Nettesheim (2014) believe that restrictions should be supposed on all the means providing worse status to migrants. Analyzing the restrictions applied by Member States, König (2008) divides them into two groups: established by the Treaty on the functioning of the European Union and formulated by the European Union Court of Justice. These restrictions are applied to all freedoms of the internal market today (Weiss & Kaupa, 2014) . Rohrdantz (2007) tends to distinguish the economic aspect of the restrictions to public positions. EU Member States are interested in reserving certain positions for their citizens and safeguarding them from foreign competition. This argument is relevant for those states facing high unemployment. Restrictions on free movement are usually applied to adjacent rights only, whereas there is no one opinion in literature about whether Member States can restrict fundamental rights, for example, the right to employment. The problem under discussion is reflected in the works of Lithuanian scientists as well. Usually, the analysis focuses on the general aspects of the free movement of persons, which has been widely covered in several works by Lithuanian researchers. The most commonly analyzed subjects of their work are the general aspects of the free movement of workers (Žaltauskaitė-Žalimienė, 2002; Vėgėlė, 2011) . The work of Daukšienė (2005; 2010) usually centres around the concept of 'the worker' as well as some peculiarities of law in particular Member States which apply certain restrictions on various public service posts.
The goal of this article is to reveal a mechanism of restrictions on the free movement of persons and to identify the most often faced problems relating to the subject. The authors strive to present information on how the rule of exception of the free movement of persons should be applied correctly on the grounds of practice and recommendations of the institutions of the EU. The conclusion is made in the article that state power institutions have the right to independentally evaluate threats within their territory and to decide on the content of public security themselves. However, their discretion can not be used as an instrument to treat the conduct of other Member State citizens in a worse way than that of their own local citizens. The object of this article is restrictions on the free movement of persons on grounds of public policy, public security and public health. The article does not analyze restrictions determined by the Treaty on employment within the public sector. The main tasks to pursue the goal are to determine the area of application of the exceptions on the free movement of persons; to identify the content of the concepts of public policy, public security and public health; to analyze the conditions of restrictions on the grounds of public policy, public security and public health as well as the mechanism (or mechanisms) of expulsion. The article applies specific general scientific research literature methods-descriptive method, logical analysis and synthesis.
areas of the application of exception
The content of the rights of the free movement of persons and the area of its application has been constantly expanding since the establishment of the European Union by accepting new rules reglementing this freedom which gave more and more rights to the employees of other countries. As stressed in the work of Rogers, Scannell & Walsh (2012) , EU law clearly provides the right of EU citizens and their family members to enter and reside in the territories of other Member States under certain conditions. This right plainly impacts on the in the Country on Grounds of Public Policy, Public Security and Public Health (ISSN 2228-0588) , Vol. 6, No. 1 (20) sovereign right of Member States to control their borders. However, EU citizens and their family members can demonstrate an EU law free movement right, their entry and stay can be interfered with only on the very limited grounds of public policy, public security and public health subject to the strict provisions of EU law.
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The Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) gives the institutions of national authorities the right to apply restrictions on the free movement of persons, justified by public policy, public security or public health (Council of the European Union, 2008). These exceptions are concretized by the Directive 2004/38 Chapter VI "Restrictions on the right of entry and the right of residence on the grounds of public policy, public security or public health". Before the directive came into force, there were many directives and regulations effectual on the free movement of persons and the right of European citizens' residing in the country. This directive consolidated and simplified EU legislation within the area mentioned. Its provisions are applied to every citizen of the Member State residing in another Member State of the EU or entering it in order to work according to labor contract or take individual activity or practice as a service recipient. Also it is related to all the means due to persons entering their territory, the issuance of residence permits or extension of their validity, or expulsion from their territory, which can be taken by the Member States in consideration of public policy, public security or public health.
It is foreseen in the directive that EU citizens who legally reside in a recipient Member State during an uninterrupted period of five years have the right of constant residency in that country. Definitely, this right for free movement should be used without contravention of the laws of every Member State. Therefore the institutions of the Lithuanian authorities, referring to the directive, may restrict the right on free movement of an EU citizen within its territory due to the reasons of public policy, public security or public health. However, because this restriction on free movement may violate the fundamental principles of EU law, the conditions of its application are strictly defined. The directive is applied to any function taken due to the reasons of public policy or public security and that influences the right of persons, determined in the directive, for free entry into the recipient country and residing in that country on the same conditions as the citizens of that country (Directive 2004/38/EC). Provisions of derogation (the restriction of free movement) established in EU legislation are intended not only for the employees, but to independently working persons as well: providers of services and founders of enterprises. They are not topical to companies, but they can by applied to the managing staff of the companies. However, restrictions in regard to these persons are applied only on so-called adjacent, but not the main rights of free movement, that are described in the Treaty (Junevičius & Shafer, 2005) . Adjacent rights of free movement give three rights to persons: the right of free movement in the territory of the Member States, the right of residence in any Member State in striving for work, and the right of residence within the territory of the Member State after the time for work in it has expired.
It is these three rights that make up the area of exception under discussion. Whereas the right of employment established within the Treaty raises some uncertainties, there is no one opinion as to whether this right can be restricted by Member States (Stachowicz, 2004) . Most research, though, holds on to the opinion that the right of employment cannot be restricted on the basis of public policy. This means that the Lithuanian State cannot determine due areas where it should restrict the employment of citizens of other Member States with reference to these principles of derogation. Regulation 492/2011, regulating the possibilities and conditions of employment in the European Union and forbidding the discrimination of citizens of Member States during the period of work does not establish the provision to restrict the right mentioned with reference to the principles of public policy and public security. The rule of application of the exception for the right of employment is also not established in the Directive 2004/38. It only regulates the right of citizens of the European Union for free movement, residence and stay within the territory of the Member State. It is that directive where are established the mentioned principles of derogation applied only in regard to these three rights. Meanwhile, the right for employment is usually related to the interdiction against discrimination because of citizenship (Daukšienė, 2007) .
The principles of persons' free movement restrictions can be divided into two groups. The first group includes written principles that are established in the TFEU-public policy, public security and public health. The written principles are described differently but they always have a very strict explanation (Rogers & Scan, 2012) . Such principles can explain different forms of state intervention with regard to free movement. These restrictions must not be appealed on due to economic objectives. However, usually these restrictions are appealed on when talking about the residency of migrants and members of their families or their expulsion from the recipient country. The second group includes unwritten principles of restrictions. They can be appealed under situations when the written principles of restrictions are not enough. These principles were formulated by the Court of Justice in the case of Cassis Dijon, by presenting a non-finite list of unwritten compulsory requirements (requirements relating in particular to the effectiveness of fiscal supervision, the protection of public health, the fairness of commercial transactions and the defence of the consumer). (ISSN 2228-0588) , Vol. 6, No. 1 (20) goods but also allow a parallel restriction on the free movement of persons and capital inside the internal market of the EU. 
content of concepts of public policy, public security and public health
The concept of public health raises the least number of problems in the definition of these three concepts. Due to diseases and disability that could be harmful to public health, Member States have the right to not allow persons entering its territory or not issue permission to that person or persons. Not any means of restriction on free movement can be justified-only those diseases having epidemic potential that are described in the relevant documents of World Health Organization (Flear, 2015) . However, persons using the right of free movement who are contaminated with HIV or sick with AIDS are placed in a complicated situation. Some Member States try to prohibit them from entering. However, the opinion of the EC on the issue is different. Given such interdictions, the social disjuncture of sick people increases (Barnard, 2006) .
It is also important that Lithuanian institutions of authority should clearly describe the public interests under protection. In this case it is more difficult to separate the concepts of 'public policy' and 'public security'. In principle, the requirement of public security cannot be applied to the means that should Rasa Daugėlienė (ISSN 2228-0588 ), Vol. 6, No. 1 (20) be included into the concept of public policy. The problem in this area emerges because the concepts 'public policy' and 'public security' are absolutely unclear; therefore it is difficult to describe their essence and area of application. Besides, it seems that even in the formulation presented by the Directive 2004/38, which repeats the practice of the Court of Justice due to public policy, these two concepts are confused. Actually, this provision indicates that the means of 'public policy' or 'public security' have to correspond to the principle of proportionality and be grounded only on the corresponding behavior of the person or persons in question, and that behavior has to present a real, present and serious enough danger to fundamental public interest. This concept of fundamental public interest in the opinion of some authors is, in actual fact, a common description of these two concepts.
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The concept of public policy is derived from the French words ordre public and is used within the administrative law of this country. The area of its application is wide enough: it covers insurance means intended to prevent possible disorder in the country, for example, during public meetings or in striving to protect public morals. Usually this concept is explained as actions relating to the prevention of social order disturbance. There is a particular practice being formed due to the concept of the public security (Rezguia Adoui v Belgian State and City of Liège; Dominique Cornuaille v Belgian State [1982] ; Criminal proceedings against Peter Leifer et al. [1995] ). Actually, in the 1970s and 1980s, the Court of Justice examined on several occasions whether the Member State with reference to the reasons of public safety could justify obstacles for the free movement of goods. Also the Court had to decide if state discrimination against women could be justified by the reasons related to the guarantee of Member State public security. In all these cases it was acknowledged that national means that contravenes the free movement of goods or discrimination against women could be justified on the grounds of public security. However, the content of the concept was not explained more widely, and only stated that this concept covers both the Member State's internal and external security.
It is not difficult to understand that the concept of external security is related to the security of the Member State in sustaining its relationships with other countries. Usually, in such a case, the risk is highlighted in such a way that the internal relationship or peaceful life of nations will be seriously disturbed. Such a factor, or factors, may influence the security of a Member State. Contrarily, the understanding of internal security is more sophisticated. Whether it has to be totally separated from the concept of public policy, or, even if these two concepts are not inseparable actually, are they nevertheless closely related? Some research holds the opinion that the concept of security has not been in the Country on Grounds of Public Policy, Public Security and Public Health (ISSN 2228-0588) , Vol. 6, No. 1 (20) understood correctly: a threat to the internal or external security of the recipient Member State or safeguard of its institutions. However it also has to cover a serious threat to public interest: the main security values of its citizens which the state is describing by establishing responsibility for law violations.
Another problem is related to the fact that, in practice, distinguishing these two concepts is not that simple. Thus, for example, the Court of Justice included the fight against drug trafficking into the concept of public policy (Criminal proceedings against Donatella Calfa [1999] ). However, this kind of trade endangers the physical security of citizens more and more often only because drug dealers tend to organize armed gangs and therefore endanger the security of cities. A big difference exists between a person buying drugs for personal use thus disturbing public policy, and a person participating in real trafficking and therefore endangering the physical security of citizens. The distribution of drugs through organized groups is a prevalent criminality supported by economical and operational resources and very often related to international relationships. According to the Council Framework Decision 2004/757/JHA, illegal drug trafficking endangers the health, security and the quality of life of the citizens of the European Union as well as legal economics and the stability and security of Member States. The same situation applies to other areas, such as child pornography. When a person views child pornography, this undoubtedly endangers public policy, but a higher endangerment appears when the person is participating in the active process of making such pictures. Therefore, the concept of public policy covers inter alia prevention of violence in big settlements, the fight against the illegal trade in stolen cars, the protection of the right for coinage and the respect of human dignity. Thus, public security is often understood as covering not only security of the Member State and its institutions but all the means intended for fighting real threats to the main security values of its citizens as well. The principles that make the base of the concept of public policy can be applied to the concept of public security as well (Land Baden-Württemberg v Panagiotis Tsakouridis [2010] ).
Circumstances justifying the concept of public policy may vary as well. It is important to pay attention to the specific country and the time period, and therefore it is necessary for national institutions of authority competent on the issue to allow discretion without overstepping any boundaries determined within the Treaty. Besides, the Court of Justice indicated that in the evaluation of behavior that could be supposed contradictory to public policy there is no unified scale of evaluation foreseen to the Member States. On this issue it is important to note that, in Article 3 Part 2 of the EUT, the free movement of persons is guaranteed by applying together the appropriate means of internal Rasa Daugėlienė (ISSN 2228-0588) , Vol. 6, No. 1 (20) border control, granting refugee, immigration and criminality prevention and fight with crime (Council of the European Union, 2008). The actual goal of the EU is inter alia to create a secure space. In order for this goal to be implemented, every Member State, first, has as its main main duty to supervise this secure space within its territory. And a decision of expulsion has to be justified on the necessary reasons of public security "in accordance with the description of the Member States".

Conditions of justification of restriction on the grounds of public policy and public security
Member States cannot judge the behavior of citizens of other states in a more negative light than the same behavior of its local citizens. Therefore the behavior of Member States with reference to local citizens and migrants has to be consistent. The behavior of persons allowed by a Member State to local citizens does not endanger public policy (Berry, 2013) . In justifying restrictions on free movement it is necessary to consider the so-called rule of "restriction of restrictions" (in German, Schranken-Schranken): the law restricting fundamental rights (restriction), has to be restricted itself (restricting of restrictions) (Ehlers, 2010 (ISSN 2228-0588) , Vol. 6, No. 1 (20) by the recipient Member State cannot be justified. Expulsion for such reasons may become obstacles for free movement. In any case, inobservance of the requirement of registration cannot be treated as behavior endangering public policy and public security and therefore does not justify a person's expulsion as such (Criminal proceedings against Lothar Messner [1989] ). One thing is clear-the means taken in consideration of public policy and public security should be based on individual behavior of a particular person endangering the areas mentioned (Berry, 2013) . The means of imprisonment or expulsion applied only due to unfulfilled formalities by the person concerned, related to the control of foreigners, endangers the essence of the right of the EU legislation to reside and is obviously non-proportional to the degree of violation. In the history of the European Union there were and are a lot of cases in which administrative institutions of Member States try to persecute citizens of the EU because they have not informed competent institutions of the state about their entry within a very short determined term (in three days). Therefore they were necessarily facing trouble.
Despite the requirement to inform of the entry, the Member State is given limited authorization in deciding on the punishment for such a crime. Any punishment or imprisonment has to be proportional to the crime committed. Otherwise, such actions of the Member States would become obstacles for free movement and violate the treaties of the European Union. Institutions of Member State authorities must always hold the opinion that proportionality in this context means a particular punishment to Member State citizens unobserving other formalities unrelated to migrating employees: a requirement for registration in a living location, for voting or when receiving a new identification card. Expiration of the validity of a person's identification card or passport is not enough justification for expulsion. Thus, it is not enough that a disturbance of public policy would be restricted to "simple violence of the law" or a previous conviction.
Directive 2004/38 also does not give a Member State an unlimited right to determine systems of registration and the surveillance of citizens of other Member States. It is obvious that the requirement for registration inevitably means that some data relating to EU citizens will be collected, saved and regulated. However, there are no provisions within Directive 2004/38 on how this should be carried out. These provisions should be taken by every Member State, but they must use this right in accordance with EU legislation including the requirement of nondiscrimination due to citizenship. Therefore the circumstances that EU legislation acts indirectly acknowledges the possibility of the collection of some data does not mean that they give the right to Member Rasa Daugėlienė (ISSN 2228-0588) , Vol. 6, No. 1 (20) States to determine any systems of data collection and regulation (Ehlers, 2010) .
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Appropriate personal conduct. Member State institutions of authority in administrating this area should pay attention to the fact that the most important factor allowing a person's expulsion is his/her personal conduct. However, the concept of 'personal conduct' is still unspecified in any legal acts of the EU and communiqués of the European Commission. Directive 2004/38 states only that the means taken due to the reasons of state policy or public security have to be based on the conduct of the person only. Such personal conduct has to raise a real and serious enough threat, harming one of the fundamental public interests. Thus, the means related to public security and health should be applied only to the person, the conduct of whose is endangering. The means restricting freedom of movement are allowed only in case they are no less important than the free movement of the person him-or herself. Restricting measures could only be enforced in cases when personal conduct is raising a real and serious enough threat harmful to one of the fundamental public interests of the recipient Member State (Shuibhne, 2013). There have to be circumstances in which the person in question could repeat an offence. If a long period of time has passed between the illegal activity and the decision of expulsion of the person from the recipient country, then there will be no serious danger. The Member State institutions responsible for the evaluation of such conditions have to take into account the type, number and difficulty of these violations. Justifications that are not related to the circumstances of the case or that are based on reasons of general prevention are not acceptable. A threat that is only predicted is not real. A threat has to be clear at the particular moment when means of restriction are being taken by the national institutions of authorities.
Personal conduct was examined in the case of Yvonne van Duyn v Home
Office [1974] . Miss Van Duyn, a citizen of Holland, received a proposal to work as a secretary in the Church of Scientology in England. However, the United Kingdom refused to issue her permission to enter the country as it was considered undesirable that a foreigner would be working for that organization. Despite the Church of Scientology functioning legally, UK Government treated its activity as endangering public policy. The Court of Justice made a decision in prejudice of Miss Van Duyn. It highlighted that the State, by acknowledging any activity as endangering public policy, has the right to take the administrative means preventing activity that does not necessarily have to be illegal. Therefore, forbidding entrance to a country to foreigners related to such activity is justified. Besides, person's belonging to a particular organization (the Church of Scientology) can be evaluated as personal conduct: (ISSN 2228-0588) , Vol. 6, No. 1 (20) voluntarily participates in the activities of the organization and approves its goals (Herdegen, 2011) . However, such provision has faced more and more critics. Now the opinion is supported that when similar means are not applied to local citizens (they are not forbidden to participate in the activity of Church of Scientology), then a migrant cannot be punished for such an activity either. If prostitution were legal in Lithuania, its institutions of authority would be unable to take any means against representatives of the oldest profession from other countries. Thus, the concept of personal conduct previously described very widely was considerably narrowed later on.
the person in the Country on Grounds of Public Policy, Public Security and Public Health
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Prohibition to appeal on previous criminal convictions. This condition is established in the Directive 2004/38 and was developed in practice as well. Previous criminal convictions themselves cannot become the reason for taking such measures. They can be referred only in cases when the circumstances due to which the conviction was, manifest personal conduct that endangers public policy hereupon. Institutions of authorities have to ground their decision by a process of evaluation of the possible future conduct of the person concerned. Character and the number of previous convictions are important factors of such an evaluation, and special attention should be paid to the severity and frequency of the crime performed. EU institutions are prohibited from taking restricting means for the goals of common prevention. The means applied by Member States have to be justified by a real threat, not a general risk.
Restriction of right to residence in the territory of Member State. The right to live in a country and the right to residence in a country covers all territory of the recipient country. For a long time there was an opinion that administrative institutions of Member States could apply territorial restrictions on the right to live and reside in a country only when the same restrictions are applied to the citizens of that country. Thus, in case of Rutili (Roland Rutili v Ministre de l'intérieur [1975] ), there was analyzed a situation relating to a citizen of Italy who had lived in France since birth. His right for French residency was restricted due to his political and trade-union activity. He was sentenced in France to imprisonment and his right to live in particular regions of the country was withdrawn for four years. Such a decision was grounded on the fact of his belonging to an organized group, the goal of which was the disturbance of public policy in the territory of France. The prevention of such activity can be regarded as a part of a warranty of public security. It was noted that the Member State can apply restrictions on the right of residence in a particular part of that Member State on citizens of EU countries only when similar restrictions are applied on its own citizens. Thus, the applied restictions on movement must be proportional. However, later this provision was slightly corrected. In consideration of public policy, Member States were allowed to take action against citizens of other countries that do not need to be applied to its own citizens. This case was related to a citizen of Spain of the Basque origin (Ministre de l'Intérieur v Olazabal [2002] ). He was sentenced in France for violation of public policy using threatening behavior and terror. Later he was forbidden from residing in particular regions of France that have a border with Spain, in particular a border with the Basque region of Spain. According to police data, the person in question was actively involved with the Basque terrorist organization, ETA. The person stated that the prohibition of residence is discrimination because such means are not applied to local citizens. However, the complaint was rejected. It was noted that the Member State can apply the most rigorous means for controlling the movements of an employee (working on labour contract) despite the fact if such means are definitely applied to its own citizens (Ministre de l'Intérieur v Olazabal [2002] ).
Prohibition to invoke measures in order to serve economic ends. This prohibition is another condition of the application of exception of public policy, public security and public health. It is established in Part 1 of Article 27 of Directive 2004/38: Member States are prohibited to appeal on the grounds of economic interest while applying restrictions. Application of the exception cannot be justified by the labor market policy performed by the Member State, for example, the means applied for decreasing unemployment. The means of expulsion in any way cannot be applied against migrants or members of their families if they are looking for a job. In such a case, citizens of the EU and members of their families can not be deported if they can prove they are still looking for a job and have real possibilities for employment. The means intended for the improvement of a demographic situation can not be justified either. In this case it is important to pay attention to the newest solutions of the Court of Justice (Elisabeta Dano and Florin Dano v Jobcenter Leipzig [2014] ; Jobcenter Berlin Neukölln v Nazifa Alimanovic et al. [2015] ; Pensionsversicherungsanstalt v Peter Brey [2013] ).
Foreigners who move to a Member State to obtain social assistance or whose right of residence arises solely out of a search for employment are excluded from entitlement to social benefits. In the judgment in Dano, the Court of Justice recently held that such exclusion is lawful in the case of Member State nationals who go to another Member State with no intention of finding employment there (Elisabeta Dano and Florin Dano v Jobcenter Leipzig [2014] ). In the Dano judgment, political and administrative attention has been redirected towards the mounting refugee crisis; scholars, administrators and some politicians have been eagerly awaiting the CJEU's Alimanovic judgment in the Country on Grounds of Public Policy, Public Security and Public Health (ISSN 2228-0588) , Vol. 6, No. 1 (20) (Jobcenter Berlin Neukölln v Nazifa Alimanovic et al. [2015] ) in the sensitive field of EU citizens' right to equal treatment as regards access to national welfare benefits. Dano made clear that Member States may reject claims to social assistance by EU citizens who have no intention to work and cannot support themselves. Alimanovic gave the Court the opportunity to clarify the application of this principle in the more complicated factual situation of an EU citizen who applies for social benefits after having worked for 11 months. However, the Court points out that a Member State must take account of the individual situation of the person concerned before it adopts an expulsion measure or finds that the residence of that person is placing an unreasonable burden on its social assistance system (Pensionsversicherungsanstalt v Peter Brey [2013] ).
protection against expulsion
Directive 2004/8 established an enhanced protection against expulsions from the country for EU citizens, in particular in cases for members of their families. The mechanism of protection is based on the principle of proportionality and includes three levels of security. Firstly, when taking a decision for the expulsion of an EU citizen on the grounds of state policy or reasons of public safety, the recipient Member State has to take into account the totality of circumstances. Secondly, the recipient Member State can not accept the expulsion from the country against EU citizens and members of their families having the right of residence in the territory of the country except on serious grounds of public policy or public security. Thirdly and finally, an expulsion decision may not be taken against EU citizens unless the decision is based on imperative grouds of public security as defined by the Member States.
After examining these three levels, first, it should be noted that the length of time spent living in a country is an imperative factor in the striving for acquisition of enhanced protection against expulsion of EU citizens from the country. This could be explained by the fact that EU institutions believe that the length of time spent living in a country shows some integration in the recipient Member State. It is assumed that the longer the time of residence in a country, the closer relations with this country. A decision for the expulsion from a country of an EU citizen who used his or her right of moving and totally integrating into that Member State could do much harm to that person. Therefore this citizen uses the legal protection against expulsion from the country, the volume of which increases with respect to the level of integration into the recipient Member State.
The last level of protection against expulsion is the biggest. It is applied to the EU citizen who has been residing in the territory of the recipient Member State for ten years or more. Such a high level of protection also applies to minors, except during cases when expulsion from the country conflicts with the child's interests as laid out in the 1989 United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child.
1 This described system is based on the assumption that the level of integration depends on the amount of time already spent living in the country. It is presumed that after ten years of residence, the relationships between the EU citizen who used the right of movement and the Member State mentioned are so close that the citizen feels himself/herself to be an integral part of that society. Thus there is a striving for stimulation of social cohesion that is one of the main objectives of the European Union (Directive 2004/38/EC of the European Parliament and the Council).
The decision for expulsion of the EU citizen, who acquired the right for permanent residence in the country, can be taken only on serious grounds of public policy or security. And if that citizen has been living for ten years or more within the territory of the recipient Member State before the decision for expulsion is taken, this decision can be justified only if the decision is based on imperative grounds of public policy and security. Because of this ten-year period of residency, the citizen acquires enhanced protection against such means that such a case can only be taken due to reasons of public security. For example, in Case P. I. v Oberbürgermeisterin der Stadt Remscheid [2012] (judgment of 22 May 2012), the Court held that criminal offences in areas of particularly serious crime, such as the sexual exploitation of children, may justify an expulsion measure against an EU citizen who has lived in the host Member State for more than 10 years (P.I. v Oberbürgermeisterin der Stadt Remscheid [2012] ).
The difference itself between the concepts 'serious grounds' and 'imperative grounds' is important. Besides, after the evaluation of security levels 2 and 3, it is really seen that there is a clear difference established between the concepts of public policy and security, because the second concept is characterized by higher difficulty than the first, due to which the EU citizen is prohibited from additional protection. These two concepts correspond to different criminal situations. The concept of 'imperative grounds of public security' is described more strictly than the concept of 'serious grounds'. The first concept supposes not only the presence of danger to public security, but also the fact that the level of this threat is extremely high, and this is expressed by the phrase 'imperative grounds'. (ISSN 2228-0588) , Vol. 6, No. 1 (20) Besides, it should be noted, that in the Directive 2006/123/EC (directive of services) important public interests are the reasons acknowledged as such by the practice of the Court of Justice, including public policy, public security and public health.
Presently, many interests are acknowledged as necessary reasons of important public interest. They are the honesty of business transactions and the protection of consumers' rights, the harmony of the tax system, the protection of consumers and social order in the areas of games, road traffic safety and others. The concept of imperative grounds of public security that can justify the means of expulsion of the EU citizen who has been living in the recipient Member State for ten years, can cover, for example, the fight against crime related to the distribution of narcotics when acting as an organized group. The distribution of illegal drugs when acting as an organized group is an extended criminal activity supported by huge economic and operational resources, and which very often is characterized by international relations. In the framework decision 2 2004/757/ JHA it is established that the illegal drug trade endangers EU citizens' health, security and life quality, as well as legal economics, stability and the security of Member States. Besides, drug addiction is a personal disaster and an economic and social danger to humanity. Therefore the distribution of drugs when acting as an organized group can expand so that it will engender a direct threat to peace and physical security of all citizens or a large part of them. However, the concept of imperative grounds of public security does not cover, for example, sexual exploitation of 14-year-old under-age, sexual violence and rape, when these actions do not engender a direct threat to physical security of all society or its major part. In this case, a real threat is possible only within the environment of the family (Land Baden-Württemberg v Panagiotis Tsakouridis [2010] ).
The institutions of the authority, having determined that the conduct of a person raises a threat big enough to enforce restricting measures, have to perform an evaluation of proportionality: to decide whether the concerned person can be prohibited from entering the country or he/she can be deported from the country on the grounds of public policy and security. National institutions have to set interests under protection. They have to perform an analysis of threat peculiarities with respect to the following factors: the level of social danger due to the presence of the person concerned in the territory of that Member State; the nature of the violence, its frequency, the common danger and harm made; time elapsed since the actions performed by the person concerned. Also, it is necessary to carefully evaluate the individual and family status of the person (ISSN 2228-0588) , Vol. 6, No. 1 (20) concerned in order to determine whether the means predicted are suitable and do not exceed what is necessary in striving for the desired goal, and if there are no milder means to reach this goal.
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3 Thus, the decision for expulsion from the country can be made only under exceptional circumstances with regard to the threat and danger of appropriate conduct. Therefore, the competent national institution has to verify first if the decision for expulsion of the EU citizen from the country is motivated by considering the exact real circumstances of every case and riskiness endangered by the person in question.
While performing such an evaluation, it is necessary to consider fundamental rights as well. In striving for the justification of the national means for the restriction of a person's free movement, grounds for common interest can only be appealed when these rights are considered while applying the means. There is talk about respect for the right for individual and family life.
3 Thus, in order to restrict a person's free movement on the grounds of the reasons of public policy, four conditions are required: (1) social disturbance induced by law impaired; (2) existence of a real and serious threat; (3) threat related to one or more fundamental public interest; (4) the means applied by the state have to be proportional.
It is necessary to highlight that EU citizenship is very important when talking about the free movement of people. Any discussion on the right of residence in a Member State and any restriction of this right should be taken in the context of the concept of the citizenship of the European Union. By describing EU citizenship as the "main status", EU institutions have in mind not political statement but citizenship of the European Union as a legal concept closely related to the specific rights given to the citizens of the EU. The most fundamental of these is the right to enter another Member State and reside in it. The Treaty directly gives this right to EU citizens and it does not depend on the performance of administrative procedures. (ISSN 2228-0588) , Vol. 6, No. 1 (20) 
conclusions
Restrictions on the free movement of persons apply to the following related rights: the freedom of free movement within the territory of Member States; the right to live in the Member States on the grounds of work and; the right to continue residing in the Member State after this work period is finished. These three rights belong to the analyzed area of applied exceptions. There is no common opinion that this right could or should be restricted by the Member States. Most research stresses that the right for work cannot be restricted on the grounds of public policy. However, the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) gives the right to institutions of national authority to restrict free movement of persons on the grounds of public policy, public security or public health.
In justifying the restriction of free movement it is necessary to take into account the so-called rule of restriction of restrictions (in German, Schranken-Schranken): the law limiting fundamental rights (restriction) has to be restricted itself. This rule determines the boundaries of the restriction of fundamental rights and freedoms. This means that the measures of the Member State restricting the free movement of people does not impair the principle of proportionality, fundamental rights and freedoms, primary and secondary laws of the EU. With reference to the practice of the Court of Justice, recommendations of the European Commission and the Directive 2004/38, it is possible to identify some conditions for the justification of restrictions on the grounds of public policy and security. They allow taking strict means against the citizens of other countries.
A strict description of the concepts of public policy, public security and public health by clearly determining the content of each is not purposeful and useful. EU institutions have the right of supervision to make sure the principles of free movement are not impaired. But Member State institutions have to evaluate threats against public policy and security within their own territory by themselves. They are given the right to decide on grounds of the content of public security. Also, in accordance to the law of the European Union, there is no one system of values set for Member States, how it is related to the evaluation of actions that could be treated as contradictory to public policy and security. Therefore, any decision for expulsion from a country must be justified by the necessary reasons of public security "according to the description of Member States". Rasa Daugėlienė (ISSN 2228-0588) , Vol. 6, No. 1 (20) EU citizens can use enhanced security against expulsion from a country. The length of time spent residing in a country is a determining factor in striving to acquire such protection. This can be explained by the fact that EU institutions assume that the length of stay in a country shows some integration into the recipient Member State. It is supposed that the longer the period of residence in the territory of that country, the closer the relationships with the country. The decision for expulsion from a country of an EU citizen who used the right for movement and totally integrated in the recipient Member State could cause considerable damage to that person. For this reason, this citizen can use protection against expulsion from the country, the volume of which increases considering the level of integration in the recipient Member State. 
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